[No. 61] 


FULL COMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 5627, H. R. 7328, H. R. 7541, 
H. R. 1433, S. J. RES. 34, H. R. 2326, AND H. R. 5632 


oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Tuesday, February 16, 1954. 

The committe met at 10 a. m., the Honorable Dewey Short, chair- 
man of the committee, presiding. 

The CuHartrMan. The committee will please be in order. 

We are glad to see you all after a week’s absence. 

I think before we take up H. R. 7103, a bill on promotions, we 
should dispose of several rather minor but at the same time important 
matters. 

The first is the report of Subcommittee No. 1 on three bills pertain- 
ing to,the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics. 

Mek Kellehersyou have been working on that. I might say 2 or 3 
othessnepspersagf the committee are testifying before other hearings 
this BloriGBe ar will probably be in a little later. 

My. Bishop, med. ‘a have a report on H. R. 5627? Is that the first 
= 

eo . 5627, that is right. 

eo Authorizing professional personnel of NACA to 

graduate schools for research and study. 

ND. Bisnor Chairman, in behalf of the subcommittee chair- 
man, Mr. a the first NACA bill is H. R. 5627. This bill would 
amend Public Law 472 of the 8ist Congress so as to permit the NACA 
to pay salaries of professional employees while they are on leave 
attending universities or graduate study and research in science and 
engineering. Under the existing law the amount which may be paid 
in salaries of such persons during any fiscal vear is $50,000. This bill 
would raise that amount to $100,000. 

The witness testified that this specialized graduate study has been 
of notable value in advancing its research w ‘ork and in economic ally 
developing additional knowledge and skill in its scientists. 

Mr. CuarrmMan. Who was your witness? 

Mr. Keuiener. Dr. Dryden, the Director of NACA, sir. 

The CHateman. All right. 

Mr. Bisuopr. It has since 1950, when Public Law 472 was enacted, 
anted leave to the 341 professional employees for such study. 
Most of the grants were for a period of a few weeks each. In about 
half of the cases the employees supplemented their official leave with 

leave without pay for 50 percent of the period. 

When such leave with pay is granted, the law provides that the 
employee shall pay his own tuition and other acedemie expenses. 
The law also provides that the employee must return to NACA for a 
period of 6 months if the leave of absence does not exceed 12 weeks 
or for a year if the period of leave exceeds 12 weeks. Should he not 
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return he must reimburse the Government for the least value. To 
date there have been no losses to the Government under this program. 

The bill will not increase the NACA appropriation and has the ap- 
proval of the Bureau of the Budget. 

I move it be reported favorably. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman a question? 

The CuainmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. You just stated this is a departmental bill and had 
the approval of the Budget. 


Mr. Bisuop. That is right. 
Mr. Vinson. Now as | understand it, 341 Federal employees have 


been detailed to take these special courses at different universities; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Bisuop. Yes, for a few weeks at a time. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Now under the law today we can only spend $50,000, and this 
would permit $100,000? 


Mr. Bisuop. That is right. 
Mr. Vinson. Now does that mean there will be some six or seven 


hundred going, or will they pay higher prices, or will it be a longer 
course? 

Mr. Bisuop. More will go. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, this has been going on for a long 
time 
The CuarrmMan. Yes. We had original jurisdiction over this, from 
the very beginning on. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. I move the favorable adoption. 

Mr. Bisuor. No addition to the appropriation. 

Mr. Vinson. It is $50,000 today? 

Mr. Smarr. Mr. Chairman. 


The CHarrMan. Yes. 
Mr. Smarr. You will recall about 3 or 4 years ago it was pointed 


out that NACA existed solely by virtue of an appropriation act and 
this committee was requested to enact basic legislation. That now 
gives this committee jurisdiction of NACA activities. 

The CuarrMan. Yes, that is the way it was set up. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that by agreement with the Appropriations 
Committee? 

Mr. Smart. This was a case where they requested it. 

Mr. Vinson. Is there a limitation on the amount of money that 
can be appropriated, $50,000, or no limitation? 

Mr. Kewvener. I am sorry, I didn’t hear your question. 

Mr. Vinson. Is there a limitation of how much can be appro- 
priated now? 

It says not to exceed $100,000. 

Mr. Ke.iener. Yes. This is only to pay the salaries while they 
are at school. 

In other words, they will be paid anyway whether they are at school 
or not and that is why there is no increase. They can expend $100,000 
instead of $50,000 and thereby send more people to these schools. 


Mr. Vinson. I have no objection. 
The CuarrMan. Without objection, the bill is favorably reported. 
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Mr. Vinson. Mr. Rivers, will you look after this with Mr. Shafer? 
Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 
The CuarrMan. H. R. 5627 is favorably reported without dissent. 


H. R. 7328 


The next is H. R. 7328. 

Mr. Bisuop. H. R. 7328. This bill is the NACA construction. 
program for fiscal year 1955. 

The bill would authorize the construction of certain facilities at the 
Langley Laboratory in Hampton, Va., Ames Laboratory, California. 
and the Lewis Laboratory at Cleveland, Ohio. As you know the 
NACA is the basic research organization for the development of mili- 
tary aircraft and all the items contained in the program relate to this 
function. Each of the construction items was described in detail by 
Dr. Dryden, the Director, and the subcommittee through its ques- 
tioning was satisfied that the facilities were needed. It did not dupli- 
cate any existing facilities either under the NACA or other Govern- 
ment or private agencies, and will further the military potential of this 
country. 

The total authorization of the bill is $5,000,000. It has been 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget. The Appropriations Com- 
mittee has already held hearings and I understand is favorably dis- 
posed toward an appropriation in the actual amount. The NACA 
states that the appropriations committee will not make any formal 
finding in this respect, however, until this committee has acted. 
The subcommittee amended the bill in one respect as follows: On 
page 2, line 11, delete ‘10 per centum” and insert “5 per centum.”’ 

Strike the remainder of line 11, all of line 12, and so much of line 
13 as reads ‘‘amounts as may be necessary.”’ This amendment will 
insure a closer adherence to the program as presented that might 
result under the original language. This amendment also brings the 
bill into conformity with the Military Construction Authorization Act 
which has been the model of the NACA acts. 

The CuHarrmMan. Those of us of course who have visited these 
laboratories know how highly technical and how vitally important 
they are for research and development on our aircraft. No doubt 
they made a good case or they wouldn’t have received the approval 
of the subcommittee and of the Appropriations Committee. It is 
nothing new. It is simply giving more money for future study and 
research at these established centers. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is right. 

The CHarrMan. In the country, here in Virginia, Cleveland, Ohio, 
and other out in California. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

The CHArrMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Vivson. With reference, Mr. Chairman, to the committee 
amendment: By striking out ‘‘with the concurrence of the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget”: now that meant it would vary either 
up by 10 percent or downward by 10 percent with the concurrence of 
the Director of the Budget. By striking that out, why doesn’t that 
leave it, then, entirely to the aeronautical association and no super- 
vision over it at all? 
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Mr. Ketuener. This language, Mr. Vinson, or this amendment, 
will make the bill almost identical with the Military Construction Act 
and will merely allow each one of the items in the bill, the 3, each 
laboratory, to be varied 5 percent if they find that the cost differential 
is gd than they now anticipate. It will have no other effect. 

Mr. Vinson. The bill puts scrutiny over it in the Office of the 
Director of the Budget when it is varied from the appropriation. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is correct, sir, where the variation exceeds 10 
percent. 

Mr. Vinson. Now we take that out. So that loses that scrutiny 
that the bill gave it, about the Director of the Budget. 

The Cuarrman. No, sir. The only difference is in the percent in 
which it can go up. 

Mr. K.tiener. No, sir. May I read the amendment? On page 
2, line 11, delete ‘10 per centum”’ and insert “5 per centum’’, Strike 
the remainder of line 11, all of line 12, and so much of line 13, as reads 
“amounts as may be necessary.” 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Kexiener. In other words, they will have only a 5 percent 
variation now and no further. 

Mr. Vinson. You say 5 percent? 

The CHarrMan. Instead of 10. You really narrow it. 

Mr. Ketuener. That is right. 

Mr. Batrs. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Kelleher, the total amount of these three projects 
is $5 million. 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. You changed that from 10 to 5 percent. As far as 
dollars and cents is concerned, it doesn’t make a bit of difference? 

Mr. Kitirner. No. If they save 5 percent in one place, they can 
put it in another one of the three items. 

Mr. Bares. In other words, if they are going to go up 5 percent 
under the amendment, then they have to go down 5 percent some- 
where else? 

Mr. Keutiener. That is right. 

Mr. Barres. What difference does it make whether you have 5 or 
10 percent? Because they would have to go down 10 percent. 

Mr. Ketiruer. That is right. But it does make the program 
adhere more closely to the way that they defended it before us. 

Mr. Bares. But the total amount is $5 million? 

Mr. Kevieser. That is all they can spend. 

Mr. Batrs. And the 5 percent only indicates a variation and has 
nothing to do with the total amount? 

Mr. Ketiener. That is correct. 

Mr. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Miturr. In the case of an organization such as the NACA—— 

The CuarrMan. | can’t hear you. 

Mr. Mriuer. I say in the case of an organization such as the 
NACA, is it desirable to limit them and hold them as closely as you 
hold the contractor who is doing positive work? In one of these 

laboratories, in the extension of one of these things as they get into 
it, it may be desirable and necessary to have a little more flexibility. 
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These people are not working in the field of fixed physical structures. 
They have to have a great deal of leeway. I have full confidence in 
the NACA. They are not going to spend this money if they don’t 
need it. But they are dealing with those things in science and if 
they get into extending one of these laboratories, they may need the 
10 percent. 

The CuarrMan. What did Dr. Dryden have to say? What was 
the testimony of Dr. Dryden? 

Mr. Keviener. This very question was raised during his testi- 
mony. He said he had no objection whatever. 

Mr. Miuuer. It is all right, then. 

Mr. Keviexer. They may not even need the 5 percent. 

Mr. Miuuer. If that is the testimony of Dr. Dryden, I have no 
question. 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Chairman, the elimination of the Bureau of the 
Budget is of no practical effect. Couldn’t the President still require 
them to go through the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. think he could. 

Mr. Smart. As a matter of fact, it will still happen when there is 
an allocation of funds. So that is mere surplusage in there. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Kiupay. I have no objection. 

The Chairman. Without objection, H. R. 7328 is favorably re- 
ported. 

H. R. 7541 

The next bill is 7541. 

Mr. Bisnor. The third bill, Mr. Chairman, is H. R. 7541. This 
bill is a perfecting amendment to existing law. The organic act of 
the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, provides that the 
Chairman of the Research and Development Board of the Department 
of Defense shall be 1 of the 17 members of NACA appoimted by the 
President. The President’s Reorganization Plan No. 6, relating to 
the Department of Defense, which became effective June 30, 1953, 
transferred the functions of the Research and Development Board to 
the Secretary of Defense and abolished the office of the Chairman of 
the Research and Development Board. The proposed act is designed 
to continue representation on the NACA of the office in charge of 
research and development of the Department of Defense. 

This bill, which is sponsored by the NACA, has the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, I move the favorable reporting of H. R. 7541. 

Mr. Minuer. Second the motion. 

(Further seconds.) 

The Cuarrman. I see no objection. The motion is seconded. 
All in favor say “Aye”. Opposed, ‘No’. H. R. 7541 is unani- 
mously reported. Thank you very much, Mr. Bishop. 


H. R. 1433 


That brings us down to the report of Subcommittee No. 2 on H. R. 
1433, to prevent retroactive checkage of retired pay of certain enlisted 
men and warrant officers. 

Mr. Arenps. I think Mr. Blandford has a statement, Mr. Chair- 
man. Would you read the statement, Russ? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes, sir. 
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The purpose of the bill, H. R. 1433, is to permit enlisted men and 
warrant officers heretofore advanced to commissioned rank or grade 
on the retired list and who were later restored to their former retired 
enlisted or warrant officer status pursuant to section 3 of Public Law 
709, 80th Congress, to be entitled to receive enlisted or warrant officer 
pay, as appropriate, from November 1, 1946, or from the date of 
advancement on the retirement list, whichever date is later, to the 
date on which they were so restored. 

At the outset of World War II many retired enlisted men and war- 
rant officers were recalled to active duty and in the course of the war 
were given temporary commissions. Some of these men were em- 
ployed by the Federal Government in civil service positions. They 
were not affected by the so-called dual compensation law of 1932 since 
they were drawing retired enlisted pay and not retired officers pay. 
Under the 1932 act, no officer may draw retired pay or pay on account 
of service as a commissioned officer, and a salary from the Federal 
Government, where the combined total exceeds $3,000. 

For practical purposes, this means that if a retired officer otherwise 
eligible for employment by the Federal Government accepts a Gov- 
ernment position he must forego his retired pay and draw only the 
salary of the Government position. This limitation is not applicable 
to enlisted personnel or warrant officers. 
~ After World War II these men, who had served as temporary offi- 
cers, went back to their Government positions and resumed drawing 
their retired enlisted pay. In 1946 Congress enacted Public Law 305 
which advanced these men to the highest commissioned grade satis- 
factorily served. Thus these men were advanced without their con- 
sent to the highest temporary commissioned rank in which they served 
during World War IT and thednoatean their entitlement to retired pay 
was held to be “fon account of service as a commissioned officer.”’ 

On October 28, 1946, the Comptroller General ruled that men, ad- 
vanced to officer grade, who went back to these Federal positions were 
within the provisions of the Economy Act of 1932. 

Mr. Vinson. Made $3,600. 

Mr. BLanpForpb. $3,000. 

Mr. Vinson. $3,000. 

Mr. Buanprorp. It thus resulted that wherever the combined re- 
tired and Federal pay exceeded $3,000, the retired pay was suspended 
and all amounts exceeding $3,000 were ordered repaid to the Gov- 
ernment. 

This is not a new problem to the committee. 

This appeared to be manifestly unfair to the Navy as well as to the 
Congress and as a result Public Law 709 was enacted, in the 80th 
Congress, which forgave these men any indebtedness to the Govern- 
ment up to November 1, 1946. However, that act did not permit 
any retroactive payments after November 1, 1946. That is, no pay- 
ment of retired pay after November 1, 1946, was authorized. As a 
result, these retired personnel received no retirement pay after No- 
vember 1, 1946. 

Another section of Public Law 709, however, permitted anyone who 
was advanced on the retired list to an officer grade to be restored to 
his former retired enlisted or warrant officer status if he made appli- 
cation within 3 months after the date of advancement on the retired 
list or from the approval of Public Law 709 
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Under the proposed bill, H. R. 1433, these men who were restored 
to their enlisted or warrant rank would be entitled to retired enlisted 
or warrant pay from November 1, 1946, or the date of advancement, 
whichever is later, to the date of restoration, after restoration there to 
their enlisted status. 

Retired enlisted men advanced to officer grade after November 1, 
1946, whose advancement had been withheld either by administrative 
delay, or as a result of qualifying for retirement prior to completion 
of 30 years’ service, and who were paid their enlisted retired pay, 
were permitted to retain their enlisted retired pay, up to the date of 
the order advancing them to officers on the retired list, pursuant to 
a Comptroller General’s decision of May 29, 1952 (31 Comp. Gen. 619). 

Thus, these men were entitled—these men are not affected by this 
bill—thus these men were entitled to retired enlisted pay, but men 
advanced to officer status on the retired list prior to November 1, 
1946, who had no legal method available by which they could revert 
to their previous enlisted status until Public Law 709 was enacted in 
1948, have been denied their retired enlisted pay up to the date they 
were legally permitted to apply for such restoration. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, do you understand that? 

The CHairMAN. You are going pretty fast, pretty fast. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Let me boil it down to this, then. 

The CHarrMan. Yes, slowly. 

Mr. BuianpForp. I will just put this down. This is a lot of words. 
You have a situation which affects 111 men. It amounts to about 
$206,000. Nowhere is what happened. You have men who served as 
temporary officers during World War II and then they went back to 
their enlisted status or their warrant officer status on the retired list. 
Now a very grateful Congress came along and passed Publie Law 305 
and said, ‘‘You people will be advanced to the highest grade in which 
you satisfactorily served.” 

It didn’t say, “You could have your choice,’’ but said, “You will 
be.”’ It never occurred to anybody that some people might not want 
to draw retired officer’s pay. 

Now those people were advanced then without their consent. So 
the Comptroller General said that, ‘“You are drawing retired pay on 
account of commissioned officer service, and, therefore, you are within 
the dual compensation law.’’ And he slapped a checkage on them. 

Well, we came along in the 80th Congress and said, ‘Well, we will 
forgive that checkage of pay up to November 1, 1946.” Now, I don’t 
know why we didn’t, in 1948, say, ‘We will forgive it up to the day 
you were restored,’ but we didn’t. Mr. Sikes, I think, offered an 
amendment to give them a choice of election. The question came up 
as to whether it should be retroactive and the decision of the sub- 
committee was that it should not be retroactive. 

Now, that might have been all right since everybody would have 
been affected. But then along came the Comptroller General who 
said that if anybody, because of an administrative delay or because 
he was retired because he was disabled before he completed 30 years 
of service—you all know of course, that in the Fleet Reserve you only 
draw officer’s pay upon the completion of 30 vears of service unless 

ou are found disabled before that. Then you are advanced to the 
ighest officer grade in which you served. 

Now, those people were held by the Comptroller General to be 
entitled to their retired pay as enlisted men up to that date. But 
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here was this group that we attempted to save in 1948, who were not 
entitled to their retroactive retired enlisted pay up to the date that 
we allowed them to apply for restoration. So you had discrimination 
as a result of a Comptroller General’s decision. This wipes out that 
discrimination, gives them the retired enlisted pay up to the date they 
applied for restoration. It is a fair bill. Mr. Lofgren swore twice 
that this is the last retroactive checkage bill we will have to worry 
about so far as the Fleet Reserve is concerned. And it will be on the 
Consent Calendar. It involves $206,000 and 111 men. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, how does this relate to the dual 
compensation? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Well, the dual compensation law says that 
anybody who has a Federal job and draws pay 

Mr. Vinson. Most of these have Federal jobs? 

Mr. Buanprorp. One hundred and eleven of them do. 

Mr. Vinson. One hundred and eleven? 

Mr. Buanprorp. It is a funny law because anybody who draws 
retirement pay on account of officer service, commissioned officer 
service, is affected by the dual compensation law. Now the strange 
part about it, just to mention it, is that they are not affected by the 
dual employment statute of 1894. They are not considered com- 
missioned officers for that purpose, but they are considered com- 
missioned officers because they are drawing pay on account of com- 
missioned officer service under the 1932 act. 

Mr. Bennerr. Why should we discriminate against officers? 

Mr. Buanprorp. Well, that is the problem that has been up 
before the Congress many times. The idea was, I think, basically, 
in 1932, when they were trving to save—— 

Mr. Vrivson. Was this bill approved by the Department? 

Mr. Bianprorp. The Bureau of the Budget and the Department 
both recommend it. This is not a new bill, Mr. Vinson. We have 
had it several times. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt, who introduced the bill, knows it is 
coming up this morning, does he? 

Mr. Bianprorp. Yes, I am sure he received a notice, along with 
everybody else. He has been pushing this thing. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Chairman, it should be borne in mind this was 
not only to limit money but to spread employment. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. 

Mr. Kiupay. The Economy Act was to prevent the man drawing 
$3,000 and holding a job when somebody else was looking for a job. 
So the situation that existed at the time these people performed the 
service was entirely different than the time the law was passed. 

Mr. Vinson. I move the bill be favorably reported. 

The CuarrMan. Those in favor say ‘Aye.’ 

Opposed, “‘No.”’ 

The bill H. R. 1433 is favorably reported. 

Mr. Buanprorp. With the title amended, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMan. Yes, with the amended title, and Mr. Van Zandt 
will take care of that bill on the floor. 
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Mr. Bennett. I would like to ask that everything I said be 
stricken. 

The CuarrMay. It is all right. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 34 


The report of Subcommittee No. 3 on Senate Joint Resolution 34. 
It is an amendment to include a new section 2 which would authorize 
the admission of two citizens from Belgium as midshipmen to the 
Naval Academy. It proposes to admit to the Academy 2 students 
from the Kingdom of Thailand, and Belgium is very eager to have 
2 students a vear for 5 vears admitted to the Naval Academy. But 
we are going to change that, I think, because the 5-year period is too 
long. We shouldn’t commit ourselves so far in advance. We will 
admit 2 of them for 1 year. What they really would like to have is 
2 for 5 years, a total of 10 students. Our Ambassador to Belgium was 
in to see me some time ago on this matter. We have done it for other 
countries and Belgium is one of our good allies. It would mean an 
awful lot to them to have these students. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr. Chairman, I had to leave while the subcom- 
mittee took up this bill. I am wondering if we are just opening the 
door? lam telling you, it seems to me they will be back up with some 
more and the first thing you know we will fill our Academies. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, we can always shut the door when we 
open it, 

The CuarrmMan. We can shut the door. And those of us who have 
visited Belgium know that perhaps Belgium, with the possible excep- 
tion of West Germany, made the greatest recovery of any country in 
Europe. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

The CuatrmMan. They don’t particularly like—this is off the record. 

(Statement off the record.) 

Mr. Winsteap. I am for it, but I think this committee should 
keep its eyes open. 

The Cuarrman. Yes, I share the gentleman’s feelings. 

Mr. Suarer. This is only for a period of 5 years? 

The Cuatrman. Well, it was. They wanted 2 a year for 5 years, 
makiag a total of 10. But we denied, I think—what country was it? 
What was that limitation, as to the number of years? 

Mr. Ducanpmr. I have some amendments to the proposed amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Rivers. What was Mr. Shafer’s question, Mr. Chairman? 

The CuHarrMANn. Two a year, 5 years, for a total of 10 students. 

Mr. Brooxs. That was for each country. What would the cost 
run? 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Ducander. 

Mr. Ducanper. This is at no cost to the Government, Mr. Brooks. 

The CuarrmMan. Yes. Go ahead. 

Mr. Ducanprer. The proposed amendment, Mr. Chairman, is the 
one that you directed be prepared; which would leave the 2 students 
coming from Thailand just for the next year, but would allow 2 
students a year for 5 years from Belgium. Now if the committee 
would like to limit the 2 students from Belgium just for 1 year, which 
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would make them equal with the Kingdom of Thailand, then you can 
amend the proposed amendment as follows: 

On line 11, change the word ‘10” to ‘‘2.” 

On line 14 strike the word—— 

The CHarRMAN. Where are you at? What page? ; 

Mr. Ducanper. Page 1 of the proposed amendment, Mr. Chair- 
man, the typewritten sheet. 

Mr. Vinson. What is the use of amending it? 

Mr. SHarer. Their program is set up for 5 years. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. They are paying their expenses over here. 

Mr. SuaFer. I see no reason for amending it. 

The CHarrMan. The only trouble is you allowed it for one country 
and denied it to another. 

Mr. Arenps. In the same bill. 

The CuarrmMan. Yes. Whether they would consider that a slap in 
the face I don’t know. That is not very good. 

Mr. ArENDs. It should be uniform or otherwise have separate bills. 

Mr. Bennett. Separate bills. 

The Cuarrman. What do you have to say, Chief Counsel? 

Mr. Smarr. I would advise the committee that I have talked to a 
representative of the State Department this morning, who tells me 
that Senator Saltonstall will simply not go along with anything more 
than 2 students for this year, 2 for Belgium and 2 for Thailand. 

Thailand had asked for 2 students each year over a 5-year period, 
but only 2 were authorized within a period of 1 year, for completion 
of the full course of instruction. 

The Senate committee would probably go along with the same 
provision for Belgium. It is suggested that we should not commit 
the Congress to a 5-year period at the Academies when we don’t 
know what the situation is going to be. We may need every space 
there for our own citizens within 5 years. 

The Cuarrman. I think that makes sense. We should treat them 
both alike. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, without objection. 

The CuarrMan. From year to year. 

Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman, does this mean they can only be en- 
rolled for 1 year? 

Mr. Smart. No. Two for a full course. 

Mr. Wrison. It doesn’t say so, does it? 

Mr. Smarr. That is what it means. 

Mr. Netson. Does counsel know how many other countries have 
requested admission to West Point and Annapolis? 

Mr. Smart. I frankly don’t know. 

There no doubt will be others. 

Mr. Netson. Have a lot of countries been permitted to do this in 
the past? 

Mr. Smart. Oh, yes. How many is it, Duke? 

Mr. Ducanper. Thirty-four similar resolutions to this in the past. 

The CaarrmMan. From our South American and Central American 
neighbors. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuarrman. Mr. Van Zandt. 
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Mr. Van Zanpvr. Of course it is my intention to support the bill 
but I would like to remind the committee that recently when the 
subcommittee was considering legislation that affected both Acad- 
emies, the military violently opposed the increasing of the student 
body because of the lack of facilities at both West Point and Annapolis. 

Mr. Rivers. We have a new look now. 

The CHarRMAN. We are going to build an Air Academy, so we will 
relieve them a little. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. A good many years off. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Witson. I still pursue this idea that the bill isn’t clear as to 
whether we are enrolling or to receive them for 1 year instruction at 
the Academy. The bill is written, if someone wants to challenge it, 
“to receive instructions within 1 year.” 

Mr. Ducanper. The purpose of that language was to limit their 
entrance to 1 year so it wouldn’t be continuing and they could, say, 3 
years from now send the students. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that an amendment be 
prepared along the lines suggested by Mr. Smart, after consultation 
with the State Department and knowing what the Seriate committee 
is going to do, and that all after the enacting clause of Senate Joint 
Resolution 34 be stricken and this be offered as a substitute for it. 

The CuHarrMan. Without objection. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is with the amendments? 

Mr. Smart. With the amendments as suggested by Mr. Ducander. 

The CuarrMan. Which gives equal treatment to Thailand and to 
Belgium. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Strike out all after the enacting clause in this joint 
resolution and put this new material in. 

Mr. Smart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. DucaNnpeEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrmMan. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Wouldn’t it be wise to have a clean bill on that? 

Here we are jockying around amendments here and there. 

Mr. Smart. That will be the nature of it after you strike all after 
the enacting clause, Mr. Bray. 

It will be in the nature of a clean bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. Somebody mentioned Nationalist China. Last year 
we passed a bill giving them two destroyers. They are going to be 
turned over to the Chinese Nationalist Government on the 26th of 
this month and a lot of the high dignitaries of the Government and of 
this committee—I'will be there—are going to be present. I would like 
to extend an invitation to you other fellows who will be interested in 
seeing the Chinese Government take over these two large destroyers. 
Admiral Radford said he was quite surprised and gratified to find the 
fine progress they have made in their capacity for operating these 
ships. One of them is the Hillary P. Jones and the other is the 
Benson and I think both of them were made at Charleston. 
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Mr. Norsiap. Are you paying our transportation down there, 
Mr. Rivers? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir, by automobile. 

The CuarrMan. Without objection, the bill as amended will be 
reported as a substitute for Senate Joint Resolution 34. 


H. R. 2326 


Two bills have been passed, passed the Senate and amended, and 
the amendments are acceptable. I understand. 

However, full committee action is needed to accept the amendments 
on the House floor. 

Mr. Smart, would you tell the committee what those two bills are? 

Mr. Smarr. H. R. 2326, which Russ handled for the committee, 
was the bill which suspended the authorized strengths of the Armed 
Forces. Our bill provided a suspension for 4 years. The Senate 
passed our bill but reduced it only to 3 years. So there is only a 1 
year difference between the Senate bill and our bill. That is the sole 
amendment. 

The CHarrMaNn. Ours is extended to 1958 and theirs extended to 
1957. 

Mr. Smarr. Right. 

The CuarrMan. Without objection, the House—we can recede. 

Mr. Vinson. All you need to do is accept the substitute. 
ai Smarr. That is all we have to do. They passed the House 
vill. 

The CuartrMan. They passed it, but they cut it down 1 year. 
And we have no objection. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

The CHarrMANn. Without objection, we will accept that Senate 
amendment. 

H. R. 5632 


Mr. Smart. The other bill is H. R. 5632, a bill covering the con- 
veyance of the Camp Butner Military Reservation, N. C., to the 
State of North Carolina. The bill was amended on the Senate floor 
to reserve to the United States the mineral rights to the United States 
and a further limitation as to the required period of time of continuous 
military use. Our bill stated that if it were not used for military 
purposes for a period of 3 years the property would revert to the 
Government. 

Mr. Ke_uener. Yes, we said if it wasn’t used for military pur- 
poses for a period of 3 successive years it would revert. The Senate 
amended that language so if the next day, so to speak, it wasn’t used 
for military purposes it would come back to the United States. 

Mr. Smart. It is a change in the reversion clause only. 

Mr. Ke.uener. It makes it tighter, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. I suggest the committee authorizes the chairman to 
accept the Senate amendment. 

Mr. Kinpay. They are not buying this. 

The CuarrMan. No, sir. 
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Mr. Kitpay. On this reservation for mineral rights, it becomes a 
very difficult question, the Federal Government reserving the mineral 
rights. 

(Aside to chairman.) 

Mr. WickersHaM. Has the State of North Carolina accepted it 
under their constitution? 

The CHartrMan. It is done—I don’t know about North Carolina— 
but in most States. We have done this before. 

Mr. Vinson. You can’t do it in some States. 

The CHarrMan. It has been moved and seconded that we accept 
the suggested Senate amendments. 

Without objection, the House will accept H. R. 5632 as amended 
by the Senate. 

(Whereupon, at 10:45 a. m., the committee proceeded to further 


business. ) 
O 


